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iiGhavioral  and  Social  Sciences  (ARI)  is  to  enhance  small  unit 
r jadinaso  and  performance  through  research  to  improve  leadership, 
coheaion,  imd  motivation.  The  research  described  in  this  report 
iu  part  of  a  project  focusing  on  the  impact  of  factors  at  a 
unit's  homa  station  on  subsequent  performance  of  the  unit  at  the 
U.S.  Army  Combat  Training  Centers  (CTCs) .  This  research  project, 
criginally  titled  “Determinants  of  Small  Unit  Performance,"  is 
n;;t7  part  of  ifRI's  wider  research  program  for  enhancing  the 
porfcrmance  of  leadership  staff  groups. 

Thia  research  explored  the  quality  of  military  leadership 
when,  at  the  home  post  or  station  of  a  unit's  assignment,  loaders 
prepared  their  units  for  deployment  to  combat.  The  research 
applied  currant  theory  to  test  predictions  about  the  unit 
conditions  that  influence  whether  and  how  the  competence  of  home 
station  leadership  impacts  on  the  performance  of  units  in  simu¬ 
lated  coiabat  at  the  CTCs.  Evidence  supported  predictions  that 
unit  maaobers'  support  of  their  leader  influences  the  relationship 
fcatwaen  leadership  competence  and  unit  performance. 
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1,1:::  impact  of  LLiADSii  competehce  akd  platoon  conditions  on  platoon 

?S.::lI'03K:\KCE  IN  SIIOTLATED  COMBAT  EXERCISES 


liGcjuireiaent : 

This  research  concerns  the  quality  of  the  leadership  shown 
by  leaders  when,  at  the  hone  post  or  station  of  unit  assignment, 
thay  prepare  their  unite  for  deployment  to  combat.  The  research 
examines  the  influence  of  unit  conditions  on  the  relationship 
between  home  station  leadership  competence  and  the  performance  of 
units  in  simulated  combat.  Examination  of  the  joint  effects  of 
leadership  and  unit  conditions  can  potentially  identify  factors 
that  are  critical  to  the  design  or  implementation  of  interven¬ 
tions  for  improving  the  development  and  effectiveness  of  leaders. 


Procedure : 

Fiedler  and  Garcia's  (1987)  cognitive  resource  theory  (CRT) 
outlinea  specific  organizational  conditions  that  facilitate  the 
impact  of  a  leader's  intellectual  or  cognitive  capabilities  on 
group  outcomes.  This  research  tested  CRT  predictions  for  combat 
platoon  leaders  and  platoon  sergeants.  It  was  predicted  that  the 
relationship  between  home  station  leadership  and  platoon  perfor¬ 
mance  varies  as  a  function  of  (1)  unit  members'  support  for  their 
loader,  and  (2)  the  leader's  stress  with  the  superior. 

Questionnaires  were  administered  to  the  members  of  69  combat 
platoons—platoon  leaders  (PLs) ,  platoon  sergeants  (PSs) ,  squad 
leaders  (SLs) ,  and  squad  members  (SMs)— about  2  to  4  weeks  prior 
to  a  platoon's  deployment  for  training  at  one  of  the  U.S.  Army's 
Coaibat  Training  centers  (CTCs) .  Responses  to  these  pre-exercise 
questionnaires  measured  the  home  station  leadership  competence  of 
PLs  and  PSb.  Questionnaire  responses  also  produced  measures  of 
PL  and  PS  experience,  a  leader's  stress  with  the  immediate 
superior,  and  member  support  for  the  leader.  After  having 
returncsd  to  their  hose  stations,  the  members  and  the  company 
commander  of  a  platoon  assessed  platoon  effectiveness  in  the 
missions  undertaken  during  the  CTC  training.  Median  split  and 
moderated  regression  analyses  were  used  to  test  the  predictions. 


vii 


SviilaRcti  supported  predictions  for  PSs  that  member  support 
i  ifluenccs  tii©  relationship  between  leadership  competence  and 
L  lit  performance.  Accordingly,  the  home  station  leadership 
c  iiipetenca  of  PSs  was  more  strongly  associated  with  platoon  CTC 
p  ;rf oraanco  when  the  platoon  members  were  more  cohesive  or  had  a 
t  i^rongar  sonce  of  efficacy.  Results  did  not  support  predictions 
t  St  stress  from  superiors  influenced  the  relationship  between 
yiatoon  perfonaEince  and  leadership  quality. 


Utilization  of  Findings: 

Findinga  generally  support  the  current  emphasis  on  develop™ 
ing  and  maintaining  the  cognitive  capabilities  of  individual 
leaders.  They  add  that  the  impact  of  a  leader's  capabilities  can 
ha  greater  for  units  that  are  cohesive  or  have  other  organiza¬ 
tional  properties  supportive  of  strong  leadership.  This  suggests 
that  interventions  oriented  to  such  properties  as  unit  cohesion 
can  potentially  facilitate  the  expected  payoffs  from  leader 
education,  training,  and  development. 
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;.3n  Cc.lPETENCE  Ai^D  PLATCGII  CONDITIOnc  OH 
..•iAllCE  IH  SIMULATED  COMBAT  EXERCISES 


IMTRODUCTIOM 

ito  prcgraa  of  research  on  detcriainants  of  Army  unit 
,  f  ,cti\anef;3,  the  U.S.  Ariay  Research  Institute  for  the 
:3ii  ivioral  rand  Social  Sciences  (ARI)  examined  home  station 
ciniditionB  prior  to  a  unit's  deployment  for  combat  traininq. 

I  our  domains  of  unit  conditions  were  investigated:  individual 
characteristics  of  unit  members,  unit  training,  organizational 
roc  tors,  and  leeidership.  The  research  sought  to  determine  hoii 
variables  in  the  four  domains  accounted  for  unit  combat 
t  xfectivanaHs  as  measured  by  accomplishment  of  training  missions 
curing  realistic  simulations  of  combat  at  the  Army's  Combat 
Training  Centers  (CTCs) .  Determination  of  how  variables  in  the 
four  domains  interact  with,  moderate,  or  otherwise  jointly 
account  for  parfonaance  effectiveness  was  considered  important 
tor  developing  interventions  that  maximize  the  contribution  of 
iviv  single  \'ariablc  to  unit  preparedness  for  combat  performance. 

Fiecllor  and  Garcia  (1987)  advanced  cognitive  resource  theory 
(CRT)  largely  to  account  for  the  contributions  of  leaders' 
cognitive  resources—” intellectual  abilities,  technical 
cohipetance,  and  job-relevant  knowledge  obtained  by  formal 
training  or  ejct^orience  in  the  organization  (p.  2)”— to 
crganiz&tional  parformanco.  CRT,  thus,  potentially  provides  a 
iraaework  for  identifying  conditions  important  to  the  influence 
of  one  factor  investigated  in  the  determinants  project:  the 
leadership  abilities  of  unit  leaders. 

Tlie  general  argumant  of  CRT  is  that  the  leader's  cognitive 
rssources  contribute  to  organizational  performance  only  when 
cciicliticnB  are  favorable  to  that  leader's  influence.  CRT 
indicates  that  three  conditions  are  critical  to  the  influence  of 
c  leader' £5  resources  on  organizational  tasks  that  are  relevant  to 

resources.  These  conditions  are  (1)  a  directive  style  by  the 
leader;  (2)  memJeer  (subordinate)  support  for  a  leader;  and  (3) 

.'  trees  in  tlie  relationship  between  a  leader  and  the  leader's 
1 0S:3 , 

In  CM’,  a  leader's  capabilities  impact  on  group  outcomes 
*  hen  the  leader  is  directive.  Directiveness  is  reflected  in 
I  ahaviora  that  shapci  or  focus  activities  toward  the 
,  rcompiiahment  of  the  outcomos.  Such  activities  include  making 
plans,  communicating  plans,  and  telling  the  group  how  to  enact 
1  Isns.  Meml>er  support  indicates  subordinates'  willingness  and 
?  bility  to  carry  out  their  leader's  directions.  High  member 
V up port  thus  serves  to  facilitate  application  of  leadership 
apafoilitisi;  on  organizational  performance. 

In  cOnticast,  stress  interferes  with  leaders'  abilities  to 
VO  thuir  resouices  to  impact  unit  performance .  Stress, 
i opasially  intex ocrconal  stress  between  loaders  and  their  bosacs. 
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diverts  loaders^  resources  from  dealing  with  task  demands  and 
toward  managing  the  source  of  their  stress.  For  this  reason, 
I'ledler  and  Garcia  argue  that  leader  intelligence  and  competence 
should  not  correlate  with  unit  performance  for  leaders  who  have 
stressful  relationships  with  their  bosses. 

CRT  draws  a  distinction  between  abilities  acquired  by 
ar'.psrienca  and  abilities  more  purely  representing  a  leader's 
cognitive  capabilities.  That  is,  leaders  develop  with  experience 
abilities  for  efficiently  handling  difficult  situations.  CRT 
argues  that  when  well  learned  through  experience,  such 
performance  abilities  are  less  susceptible  to  effectiveness  under 
conditions  of  stress.  Unlike  more  fluid  cognitive  resources, 
therefore,  experience  and  the  abilities  acquired  through  it 
remain  correlated  with  group  effectiveness  even  under  conditions 
of  higher  boss  stress. 

In  presenting  CRT,  Fiedler  and  Garcia  used  summaries  and 
secondary  analyses  of  earlier  research  to  provide  support  for  the 
theory,  and  subsequent  empirical  research  testing  CRT  is 
relatively  minimal  given  the  theory's  recency.  The  available 
research  (e.g.,  Vecchio,  1990;  Murphy,  Blyth,  &  Fielder,  1992) 
supports  most  consistently  the  hypothesized  effects  of  leader 
directiveness.  In  addition  to  the  small  amount  of  independent 
research,  hypotheses  in  CRT  do  not  appear  to  be  entirely 
consistent  with  other  theories  of  leadership.  One  example  is 
CRT's  hypothesis  that  stress  disables  use  of  intellectual 
capabilities.  This  hypothesis  seems  contradictory  to  the 
problem-solving  perspective  of  leadership,  which  argues  that 
loader  cognitive  capacities  are  especially  relevant  in  dealing 
with  ill-defined  situations  (Miimford  &  Connelly,  1991) .  Thus, 

U3S  of  CRT  may  provide  needed  evidence  about  the  theory  as  well 
ai3  help  to  identify  unit  conditions  that  are  important  for 
programs  intended  to  insure  the  optimal  contribution  of 
leadership  skills  to  unit  effectiveness. 

ARI'e  determinants  research  measured  leadership  abilities 
using  questionnaire  items  which  described  tasks  performed  by 
leaders.  The  tasks  were  selected  based  on  the  framework  of 
leadership  competencies  promoted  by  U.S.  Army  doctrine 
(Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  1990)  for  leader 
development.  This  framework  identifies  nine  competencies: 
communication,  supervision,  teaching  and  counaellng,  soldier-team 
development,  technical  and  tactical  proficiency,  decision  making, 
planning,  use  of  available  systems,  and  professional  ethics. 

In  the  determinants  research,  the  questionnaires  were 
administered  to  the  members  of  Army  infantry  units  before  the 
units  deployed  from  their  home  stations  to  a  CTC  for  training. 

The  questionnaire  measured  the  pre-deployment  leadership  task 
parfonaance  of  the  platoon  leader  and  platoon  sergeant  who  were, 
respectively,  the  senior  commissioned  officer  and  senior 
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norj-commissioned  officer  in  a  platoon.  Platoons  are  the  smallest 
infantry  units  that  are  both  typically  led  by  a  commissioned 
officer  and  assigned  missions  in  CTC  exercises.  By  design  two 
CRT  variables,  member  support  and  boss  stress,  were  measured. 
Based  on  CRT,  we  hypothesized: 

(1)  The  relationship  between  platoon  performance  and 
leadership  competence  is  stronger  under  conditions  of 
higher  as  opposed  to  lower  member  support. 

(2)  The  relationship  between  leadership  competence  and 
platoon  performance  is  stronger  under  conditions  of 
lower,  as  opposed  to  higher.  Loss  stress. 

(3)  Experience  correlates  with  unit  performance  for 
leaders  who  report  stressful  relationships  with  their 
superiors. 


METHOD 

gublects 

Questionnaires  were  administered  to  the  members  of  69 
infantry  battalions,  the  platoon  leader  (PL)  and  platoon  sergeant 
(PS)  prior  to  training  in  CTC  exercises.  From  the  pre-exercise 
administration,  responses  were  obtained  from  54  PI^s,  59  PSs,  168 
squad  leaders  (SLs) ,  and  1060  squad  members  (SMs) .  The  number  of 
respondents  reporting  themselves  as  SLs  ranged  from  one  to  six 
per  platoon,  with  a  mean  of  2.4.  The  niunber  of  SMs  obtained  per 
platoon  ranged  from  two  to  28,  with  a  mean  of  15.4. 

After  CTC  training  exercises,  members  of  58  platoons 
responded  to  a  questionnaire  which  assessed  platoon  performance. 
Sampling  plans  and  respondent  loss  produced  some  variation  in  the 
ntunbers  and  types  of  platoon  members  obtained  per  platoon. 
Post^exercise  questionnaires  were  obtained  from  49  PLs  and  41 
PSs.  An  average  of  about  two  SLs  was  obtained  for  a  platoon. 

SMs  were  sampled  in  32  platoons,  with  an  average  of  about  four 
SKs  per  platoon.  The  company  commanders  (CCs)  of  14  of  the 
possible  20  companies  also  responded  to  the  post~exercise 
questionnaires.  These  CCs  provided  ratings  of  42  of  the  sampled 
platoons. 

Procedure 

AR7.  researchers  administered  pre-exercise  questionnaires  at 
a  unit's  home  station.  An  administration  session  typically 
included  the  members  and  leaders  sampled  from  a  single  company, 
with  each  respondent  individually  completing  a  questionnaire. 
These  pre-exercise  questionnaires  included  items  on  all  domains 
c^xamined  in  the  determinants  project.  They  also  yielded  the 
apacific  raeacures  of  the  independent  and  moderator  variables  used 
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PL  aiid  PS  laudarship  compotance,  PL  and  PS  expsrience,  PL 
.'.nd  PS  atx'ess  v/ith  tfiGir  supeirioi’,  and  nambar  support;. 

'J:wo  to  four  waeks  after  the  pre-exercise  data  collection, 
t!ij  platoonr  deployed  as  part  of  their  larger  organizations  to  an 
iiray  CTC  (tlie  flational  Training  Center  or  the  Joint  Readiness 
iirairiing  Center) .  CTC  training  involved  engaging  brigade-  or 
cattalion-siza  units  (and  their  subordinate  elements,  to  include 
platoons)  in  successive  combat  operations  (or  missions)  which 
were  designed  to  be  highly  realistic  eimulations  of  combat. 
Simulation  realism  is  intended  to  insure  training  rigor  and,  in 
addition,  to  allow  the  Army  to  obtain  information  for  enhancing 
the  readiness  of  the  overall  force. 

Two-to-four  weeks  after  a  unit  had  returned  to  its  home 
station  from  a  CTC,  ARI  researchers  again  administered 
questionnaires  to  obtain  ratings  of  the  performance  effectiveness 
of  platoons  during  the  CTC  exercises.  Post-exercise 
questionnaires  were  individually  completed  by  the  leaders  and 
members  of  a  platoon  assembled  as  a  group.  Questionnaires  were 
administered  to  CCs  in  individual  sessions. 

PI a toon  per formance .  Post-exercise  questionnaires  presented 
a  list  of  the  missions  that  a  platoon  could  have  undertaken 
during  the  CTC  exercises.  Platoon  members  and  CCs  used  a 
four-level  scale  of  demonstrated  "training  level"  to  rate  a 
platoon  on  oach  mission  that  it  had  actually  performed.  The  four 
levels  and  the  scale  values  assigned  to  them  were  as  follows: 
"trained"  (4),  "needs  a  little  training"  (3),  "needs  a  lot  of 
training"  (2),  and  "untrained"  (1). 

Measures  were  computed  separately  for  the  CC  and  the  members 
of  a  platoon.  The  CC  measure  was  computed  as  the  average  of  the 
CC's  rating  of  a  platoon's  performance  across  missions  at  a  CTC. 
The  platoon-member  measure  was  based  on  the  ratings  made  by  the 
members  sampled  for  a  platoon;  The  platoon-member  measure  was 
formed  by  computing,  for  each  platoon  member,  the  average  of  that 
individual's  ratings  of  its  platoon's  performance  on  CTC 
n^issions.  These  scores  were  then  averaged  separately  for  the  SMs 
and  for  the  GLs  in  a  platoon,  thereby,  resulting  in  one  rating 
score  for  all  EKs  and  one  score  for  all  SLs.  The  scores  for  SMs, 
SLs,  PL,  and  PS  were  again  averaged  to  form  the  platoon  measure 
of  platoon  performance. 

as  part  of  the  pre-exercise 

questionnaire,  the  PL  and  PS  in  a  platoon  rated  each  other,  and 
tka  67^  rated  ©cich  of  the  PL  and  PS  for  their  leadership 
performance  during  pest  tactical  exercises.  Questionnaire 
itams  had  been  designed  to  describe  tasks  that  fit  with  the 
competency  definitions  in  the  Army's  framework  for  leader 
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eevelopmcnt  and  with  research  findings  (Steinberg  &  Leaman, 
1990a?  1990b)  on  the  tasks  actually  performed  by  leaders  (see 
Treriibl©  a  Alderks,  1991;  Tremble,  1992  for  further  background  on 
the  leadership  measures) .  From  the  overall  pool  of  tasks  in  the 
questionnaire,  we  selected  seven  tl:at  appeared  to  describe,  most 
diractly,  a  use  of  cognitive  capabilities,  that  is,  a  job 
Iinoii/ledga,  planning,  or  decision-making  capability.  Table  l 
lists  tho  items  selected  to  measure  leadership  competence. 


Table  1 

Leader  Competence  Scale 


1.  Knows  army  tactics  and  war  fighting. 

2.  Plans  and  conducts  platoon  level  training.  * 

3.  Plans  for  alternative  courses  of  action. 

4.  Hakes  changes  to  plans  when  there  are  changes  in  the 
situation. 

5.  Makes  use  of  available  resources  to  accomplish  the 
mission. 

6.  Plans  what  needs  to  be  done  by  when,  and  by  which 
elements  of  the  platoon. 

7.  Figures  out  how  to  accomplish  the  task  when  he  has  only 
been  given  the  objective. 


*  This  item  was  rated  uniquely  for  PL  and  was  not 
included  for  the  PS. 


Performance  of  the  leadership  tasks  was  rated  on  a 
five-alternative  scale  of  performance  quality.  The  scale  values 
and  their  anchors  were  as  follows:  "best  of  all"  (5) , 

"excellent"  (4),  "good"  (3),  "fair"  (2),  and  "poor"  (1).  The 
extreme  anchors  for  these  scales  were  chosen  to  offset  a  frequent 
pattern  in  research  on  military  leadership:  highly  positive  and 
skewed  distributions  of  members'  ratings  of  their  leader's 
leadership.  It  was  anticipated  that  "favorable"  anchors  would 
encourage  use  of  the  entire  range  of  the  scale.  It  was  also 
anticipated  that  the  extremity  of  the  most  positive  scale  value, 
'^best  of  all",  would  discourage  cavalier  use.  Each  rater's 
ratings  of  a  leader  were  averaged.  This  yielded  the  PL's  and 
PS's  rating  of  the  leadership  competence  of  each  other.  The 
averages  of  the  SLs  in  a  platoon  were  again  averaged  to  form  the 
SL  measures  of  PL  and  PS  leadership  competence. 
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«  In  the  pre-exercise  questionnaire,  PLs 
and  PSs  reported  how  long  they  had  been  on  active  duty  in  the 
«nay .  PLs  responded  on  a  10  alternative  scale  that  increased  in 
four-aonth  intervals  from  "0-3  months  in  service"  to  "36  or  more 
s'onths  in  service" .  PSs  also  responded  on  a  10  alternative 
acale?  however,  the  shortest  alternative  was  "less  than  a  year", 
and  the  remaining  nine  alternatives  increased  in  2-year  intervals 
from  "1-2  years"  to  "17+  years".  For  purposes  of  analysis,  the 
iiltematiVQS  were  viewed  as  forming  a  10-step  scale,  and  the 
calternativas  were  assigned  values  ranging  from  1  (shortest  time 
in  Army)  to  10  (longest  time  in  Army) . 

Boss  stress.  PSs  and  PLs  completed  a  five-item  scale  (Table 
2)  assessing  their  stress  with  their  immediate  superior.  The  PL 
was  the  immediate  superior  of  the  PS,  and  the  CC  was  the 
immediate  superior  of  the  PL.  Three  of  the  five  items  were  taken 
from  Potter  and  Fiedler  (1981),  and  the  other  two  were  composed 
for  the  current  scale.  Before  averaged  to  form  the  five-item 
scale,  responses  to  the  items  were  reverse-coded  so  that 
responses  indicating  lower  stress  received  higher  scores. 


Table  2 

Doss  Stress  Scale 


1. 


2. 


3. 


4. 

5. 


(My  superior) 
gives  to  me. 

(My  superior) 
time. 

(My  superior) 
pressure. 

(My  superior) 

(My  superior) 


is  constantly  changing  the  directions  he 

expects  me  to  do  too  much  in  too  little 

becomes  unpleasant  with  me  when  he  is  under 

does  not  tell  me  what  he  expects  from  me. 
shows  favoritism  within  the  platoon. 


Member  Support.  In  CRT,  member  support  reflects  the 
subordinates'  willingness  and  ability  to  carry  out  their  leader's 
directions.  Group  cohesion  and  platoon  efficacy  measures  were 
used  to  operationalize  member  support. 

SMe'  responses  were  used  to  form  the  measures  of  member 
support.  As  grouped  for  this  research,  most  of  the  followers  of 
a  PL  or  PS  were  SMs  so  that  their  responses  best  represented  the 
support  of  a  leader's  subordinates.  Use  of  SMs'  responses  also 
reduced  the  method  variance  common  to  the  independent  and  other 
moderator  variables  as  all  other  variables  were  measured  by 
responses  from  SLs,  PSs,  and  PLs. 
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Table  3  prejients  the  platoon  efficacy  and  the  cohesion  scale 
items.  The  five-item  platoon  efficacy  scale  measured  SM  beliefs 
'.bout  thair  platoons'  overall  capability  for  effective 
’  srformanca  across  platoon  task  domains.  The  efficacy  scale  was 
daveloped  for  this  study. 

Group  cohesion  was  measured  in  terms  of  the  bonding  or 
'ittachments  among  SMs  in  a  platoon.  The  four- item  cohesion  scale 
imB  derived  from  a  larger  scale  measuring  the  instrumental  and 
sffectiva  bonds  among  the  peers  in  a  military  unit  (Siebold  £t 
Kelly,  1988a,  1988b). 


Table  3 

I-leabar  Support  Measures 


fiflig,SLgy-S£a3Ls 

1.  Does  a  good  job  in  garrison. 

2.  Does  a  good  job  in  the  field. 

3.  Xs  able  to  accomplish  any  mission  it  is  given. 

4.  Is  ready  for  combat  at  this  time. 

5.  Will  perform  well  at  the  JRTC/NTC. 

Oroup  Cohesion  Scale 

1.  The  squad  members  in  this  platoon  trust  each  other. 

2.  The  members  in  this  platoon  really  care  about  each  other. 

3.  The  squad  members  in  this  platoon  pull  together  to  get 
the  job  done. 

4.  The  squad  members  in  the  platoon  work  well  together  as  a 
team. 


Two  methods  were  used  to  test  hypotheses.  These  analyses 
were  run  separately  for  the  PL  and  the  PS  as  the  target  leader. 

First,  for  each  hypothesis  tested,  median  scores  were  used 
to  divide  platoons  into  more  favorable  (higher  member  support; 
lower  boss  stress)  or  less  favorable  (lower  member  support; 
higher  boss  stress)  moderating  conditions.  For  favorable  and 
unfavorable  platoon  conditions,  correlations  were  computed 
between  leadership  resources  (competence  and  experience)  and 
platoon  performance.  Differences  between  correlations  were 
assessed  using  Fisher's  Z  transformation. 
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Sacond,  hypotheses  were  tested  using  moderated  regression 
KV-iysie  (Cohen  h  Cohen,  1983) .  Platoon  performance  was 
regressed  hierarchically  by  (A)  leader  resources  (leader 

or  erparionca)  ;  by  (B)  the  moderating  conditions 
stseaber  support  or  boss  stress)  ;  and  than  by  the  interaction  term 
(A  ic  B) .  Significant  variance  in  platoon  performance  explained 
by  the  addition  of  the  interaction  (A  x  B)  term  provided  evidence 
that  platoon  conditions  moderated  the  influence  of  leader 
2.  a  sources  on  organizational  performance. 


jRESULTS 

Table  4  presents  coefficient  alpha  for  scales,  summary 
statistics,  and  correlations  among  measured  variables. 

Scale  Reliabilities.  Cronbach's  coefficient  alpha  was  used 
to  assess  the  internal  consistency  of  multiple  item  scales. 
Kaliability  coefficients  for  all  scales  were  satisfactory, 

^ranging  from  a“.86  to  a».96.  Reliability  coefficients  were  not 
computed  for  performance  ratings  because  the  training  missions 
differed  across  platoons.  Platoons  serve  different  functions  in 
combat,  and,  therefore,  trained  under  the  circumstances 
exercising  those  functions. 

Summary  Statistics.  The  possible  range  of  scale  responses 
were  from  one  to  five,  except  for  platoon  performance  which  had  a 
response  range  from  one  to  four.  The  scale  means  for  constructs 
representing  platoon  conditions  were  consistently  above  the 
midpoint  (i.e.,  mean  from  3.43  to  3.96),  but  demonstrated 
adequate  variance  to  permit  median  split  analysis  (i.e.,  standard 
deviation  from  .51  to  .93). 

The  distribution  of  PLs'  and  PSs'  experience  warrant  further 
discussion.  PLs'  reports  of  their  Army  tenure  demonstrated  a 
normal  appearing  distribution  across  all  10  alternatives.  The 
i-i&an  time  that  PLs  spent  in  the  army  was  "20  to  23  months  in 
cervice*’,  with  a  standard  deviation  of  about  8.8  months. 

Unlike  PL  eiiparience,  PSs'  reports  of  Army  tenure  were  not 
iistributed  evenly  across  response  alternatives.  Rather,  PS 
reports  were  negatively  skewed  and  were  clustered  among  the 
longer  service  intervals,  with  66%  of  the  PSs  at  13  or  more  years 
of  service  (category  8  on  the  ten-alternative  scale) .  Mean  Army 
jxperienco  for  PSs  was  represented  by  tlj©  category  "13  to  14 
/sers  in  service”  with  a  standard  deviation  of  about  3  years. 
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..  ..and  Per f onaance 

Table  B  presents  means  and  standard  deviations  for  the  three 
moderator  variables  above  and  belov  the  median.  For  all 
moderators,  favorable  conditions  were  rated  significantly  higher 
ufem  less  ftivorabl©  conditions.  Especially  for  boss  stress,  the 
/sriancos  for  favorable  conditions  tended  to  be  smaller  than  for 
lass  favorable  conditions. 


Table  6  presents  descriptive  statistics  for  leader  resources 
and  platoon  parfomance  for  platoons  above  and  below  the  median 
on  the  three  moderator  variables.  Mean  leadership  competence 
ratings  and  mean  platoon  performance  ratings  tended  to  be  higher 
for  the  more  favorable  conditions  of  member  support  and  PS  boss 
stress.  This  pattern  was  not  observed  for  PL  boss  stress. 

Despite  these  patterns,  only  six  statistically  significant 
differences  for  leader  resources  and  platoon  performance  were 
found  for  median  comparisons.  These  six  differences  showed  no 
consistent  pattern  as  they  were  distributed  across  ratings  of 
platoon  performance  and  leadership  competence,  across  different 
raters,  and  represented  three  of  the  four  possible  moderating 
conditions . 


Table  5 

Means  of  Median  Splits  Representing  Favorable  and  Unfavorable  Platoon  Conditions 


Favorable  Condition  UnfavoraUc  Condition 


m  . 

_sd 

m 

sd 

t 

-t  sis 

PS  Boss  stress 

4.74  (25) 

31 

339  (34) 

.65 

10.63 

p<.001 

PL  Boss  stress 

4.29  (27) 

.41 

2.93  (26) 

.80 

1.72 

p<.001 

SM  drciqs  whesion 

3.81  (36) 

35 

2.96  (33) 

36 

11.81 

p<.001 

SM  Platoon  efficacy 

4.29  (36) 

34 

337  (33) 

.44 

1038 

p<.001 

Note.  Higher  ratings  denote  less  stress.  Number  of  subjects  in  parenthesis 


The  correlations  among  variables  (Table  4)  were,  at  most, 
moderately  strong,  except  for  the  relationship  between  member 
support  variables  of  platoon  efficacy  and  cohesion  (r  «  .71). 

Thm  overall  pattern  suggests,  therefore,  that  the  measures  of  the 
CRT  variables  ware  adequately  independent  for  hypothesis  testing. 
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Tfc^le  6 

Msan  Flfitoon  Perfciimancei  Mean  Ratings  Leadership,  and  Mean  Leader  Experience  for 
F&^orabie  and  Unlhvorable  Platoon  Conditions 


LowrPL  Sitreta 

RidLPLStress 

Mean 

Std 

n 

Mean 

Std 

n 

t 

Tsig 

Mrtsffijig  of  Ptateoe  Pwfprmanct 

Gr^ogp  nitiB^  of  ptrfomaitcc 

3.19 

33 

26 

3.18 

30 

25 

-.19 

ns 

CC’s  rattug  rf  ptflbnaam* 

3.14 

39 

19 

3.17 

.42 

19 

35 

ns 

PL  comptteDce  (PS  nitiiig) 

3.82 

.78 

20 

335 

.76 

21 

.14 

ns 

PL  coccpeteBC*  (SL  rating) 

3.46 

32 

26 

339 

.73 

25 

-.78 

ns 

PL  tftD»ra  in  tbc  armjr 

6.44 

i42 

27 

6.42 

1.90 

26 

-.04 

ns 

Law  SM  Cobeslon 

Hleh  SM  Cohesion 

_ T-test _ 

Mean 

SLd 

a 

Mean 

Std 

a 

t 

t  Elg 

Mitasure  flf  Platoon  Perfonnancc; 

Group  rating  of  perfonnaiuw 

3.11 

34 

29 

330 

35 

29 

2.46 

p<.05 

CC’s  rating  of  ptrtbnaance 

3.07 

39 

21 

333 

.43 

21 

2.07 

p<.05 

PL  competence  (PS  ratiag) 

3.67 

.68 

28 

336 

38 

28 

.92 

ns 

PL  campetcace  (SL  rating) 

3.43 

39 

31 

3.41 

.74 

31 

-.05 

ns 

PS  competence  (PL  ratiag) 

334 

.99 

26 

3.91 

1.04 

26 

135 

ns 

PS  competence  (SL  rating) 

3.14 

35 

32 

355 

32 

33 

2.49 

p<.05 

PL  tenore  in  the  army 

6.62 

2.12 

26 

6.04 

2.14 

27 

-.99 

ns 

PS  tenun  in  the  army 

8.21 

157 

29 

7.90 

1.42 

30 

-.79 

ns 

Lear  SM  ESIcaer 

mehSMEmcacr 

_ 

Maan 

Std 

a 

Meaa 

Std 

a 

t 

t  tig 

Mcemre  of  Platoon  Perfamamcc; 
Group  ratiag  of  pertbcmancc 

3.14 

32 

28 

337 

30 

30 

151 

ns 

CCs  ratiag  of  polibnaanoe 

3.08 

39 

21 

332 

.44 

21 

134 

ns 

PL  compeCcace  (PS  rating) 

339 

39 

28 

334 

.67 

28 

.73 

ns 

PL  eoaspeteace  (SL  ratiag) 

333 

.92 

31 

350 

.70 

31 

IA 

ns 

PS  competence  (PL  ratlBg) 

350 

1.11 

25 

3.96 

39 

26 

153 

ns 

PS  competence  (SL  rating) 

336 

31 

32 

353 

.93 

33 

137 

ns 

PL  tcanre  in  the  army 

639 

236 

26 

5.96 

1.97 

27 

-135 

ns 

PS  teanre  ia  the  army 

8.45 

135 

29 

757 

154 

30 

-2.07 

p<.05 

Low  PS  Streaa^ 

Hfarii  PS  StroM 

_ I^est _ 

Maan 

Std 

a 

Main 

Std 

a 

t 

tsig 

Measare  of  Ptatnoa  Pertbnaance; 
Group  rathtg  of  pefthrmaace 

330 

39 

22 

3.13 

34 

24 

1.92 

ns 

CCa  ratiag  of  perfiMmaace 

330 

33 

16 

2.97 

35 

17 

2.78 

p<301 

PS  ecmpMoace  (PL  ratiag 

4.12 

.74 

20 

333 

1.08 

22 

216 

p<.001 

PS  competence  (SL  ratiag) 

331 

.78 

21 

336 

.91 

26 

139 

ns 

^  tenore  ia  may 

839 

153 

34 

730 

1.41 

25 

138 

ns 

PL  «  Platoon  leader,  PS  -  Platoon  setgeont,  SL 

-  Squad  leaden,  SM 

-  Squad  members,  CC 

■  Company  ctmimander 
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?or  1:lia  alternative  periomance  Measures  (ratings  made  by 
•ii'r  CC  and  ratings  laade  by  platoon  mambers)  stronger  correlations 
rrJlc'lit  bava  bean  e:;ipected.  The  small  proportion  shared  variance 
t  craan  these  performance  measures  suggests  differences  either  in 
t  par cept ions  or  in  the  response  tendencies  of  the  different 

1  Atars.  Given  tho  corralation  magnitudes  (r  .34),  the 
c.  .trrnsitivc  uaasures  ware  not  combined;  rather,  they  were  entered 
i.rto  separate-  analyses.  ^ 


Mftmbar  .eu'iODQ-rt .  Hypothesis  1  stated  that  the  relationship 
L  iti'sen  leadership  competence  and  platoon  performance  is  stronger 
for  conditions  of  high  member  support  as  opposed  to  low  member 
Eupport.  For  PSs  or  PLs,  there  were  eight  possible  median 
comparisono  between  leader  competence  (two  raters)  and 
parfonaanco  (two  raters)  under  conditions  of  higher  and  lower 
raiaber  support  (two  measures — cohesion  and  platoon  efficacy) . 
Table  7  displays  the  median  comparisons  for  member  support. 


Results  partially  supported  the  first  hypothesis  for  the  PS. 
First,  the  magnitude  of  all  eight  correlations  for  PSs  with  high 
mamber  support  was  stronger  than  the  corresponding  correlations 
for  low  support  condition.  Significant  differences  were  found 
boti?een  three  of  those  correlations.  Additionally,  six  positive 
and  statistically  significant  correlations  between  PS  competence 
end  platoon  perfcnaancs  existed  for  conditions  of  high  member 
support;  whereas,  only  one  was  found  for  low  support  conditions. 

Results  of  the  moderated  regression  analyses  for  the  PS  are 
presented  in  Table  8.  Of  the  eight  analyses  conducted,  three 
yielded  significant  interaction  terms  indicating  that  PS 
competence  and  member  support  jointly  accounted  for  platoon 
performance.  The  significant  interactions  were  found  for  the 


^  Wiiile  thcL-^a  correlations  were  not  strong  and  suggested 
only  moderate  association  between  CC  and  platoon  member  ratings, 
other  data  suggest  a  pattern  of  association  among  platoon 
parfonaahea  ratings.  That  is,  after  the  completion  of  CTC 
training,  platoon  performance  ratings  were  also  made  by  the 
t^briorver-controllers  (OCs)  of  platoons.  DCs  monitored  platoon 
performance  and  provided  training  feedback  during  the  CTC 
axercisea.  OCs*'  ratings  were  not  used  in  these  analyses  because 
vary  few  were  available  (n  “  21) .  However,  both  CCs'  and 
ii^smbiars'  ratings  of  platoon  performance  correlated  significantly 
jlth  OCb'  ratings  (r  “  .50  and  r  ■»  .41  respectively). 


12 


Table  7 

CiijTelaSloiis  Belweei?  Ixader  Cou&petence  an<I  Platoon  Performance  for  Favorable  and 
Uafavonible  Platoon  Conditions 


PLATOON  SERGEANT  AT^'ALYSIS 


SL  latlap  PS 

C;}llective  Efllcscy 

EssS _ _ _ Lew 

Groop  C(rfaesioQ 

offish _ _ Lew 

Leader  Stress 

Group  rating  of 

.60'** 

34* 

.64** 

30 

.46* 

31** 

performance 

(29) 

(27) 

(29) 

(27) 

(24) 

(21) 

CC  rating  of 

32 

39 

30* 

.09 

37 

.14 

performance 

(19) 

(21) 

(21) 

(19) 

(16) 

(17) 

FL  ilatiog  of  PS 

Group  rating  of 

.23 

-.05 

38“ 

-31 

-.07 

.00 

performance 

(25) 

(26) 

(26) 

(25) 

(21) 

(20) 

CC  rating  of 

.44** 

-.15 

36“ 

-35 

-.12 

-.15 

performance 

(18) 

(20) 

(21) 

(17) 

(14) 

(18) 

PLATOON  LEADER  ANALYSIS 


i-  ■  ■ 

I  ;  SL  Rattngs  of  FL 

!  <  ComDetence  with: 

Collective  Efficacy 

Group  Cohesion 

Leader  Stress 

_Htah _ Lss 

Group  rating  of 

36* 

-.02 

-i)4 

32 

31**** 

•34 

^  performance 

(23) 

(22) 

(23) 

(22) 

(21) 

(19) 

CC  rating  of 

36 

.06 

-.09 

36 

33 

-.05 

performance 

(15) 

(17) 

(17) 

(16) 

(16) 

(15) 

1  PSRaiiagorPL 

i  Group  rating  of 

30*“ 

.17 

.44** 

31 

33 

30 

1  perfOTOUince 

(29) 

(27) 

(29) 

(27) 

(26) 

(24) 

CC  rating  of 

36 

.45* 

35** 

.14 

30* 

35 

performance 

(19) 

(21) 

(19) 

(21) 

(18) 

(19) 

FLnP!at0<»  leader,  PS»Platoon  seiseant,  SL»Sqiiad  leaders,  SM«Sqaad  members,  CC>Company  commander 

*  i%BtSesi)t  difference  between  correlatkms  Q)  s.  -OS) 

^  stgnificfiat  difference  between  correlaticMis,  opposite  of  prediction  (p  s 

•  n  <  0*1  *•  n  rf-  01 
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rio  ure  1 

Ihe  iiitofcctbn  bs-tw^en  PS  competence  and  member  support 


CC  ratir^Q 
of  Platoon 
Performanc* 


Platoon  Mambar 
Rating  of  Platoon 
Pafformonca 


CCiatlng 
of  Platoon  ^ 
Pertofnianct 


3 


high 

platoon  »fflcaey 


platoon  afTieacy 


2  1  _ ■ _ 

ICfW  high 

PS  Compotencs 


thr«©  conditions  that  produced  significant  differences  for 
correlations  for  platoons  above  and  below  the  median*  Figure  1 
illustrates  these  interactions  and  shows  thit  high  PS  competence 
led  to : superior  platoon  performance  only  when  conditions  of  high 
member  support  existed,  ihus,  moderated  regression  analyses 
corrobbrited  results  of  the  median  analysis  in  offering  partial 
support  for  Hypothesis  1  for  the  PS. 
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T:.’>!e  S 

Me  Jemted  Regression  Results:  The  Interaction  of  Platoon  Sergeant  Competence  with  Platoon  Conditions 
m  Pletcon  Perfbmiance 


?S  Leader  Competence  Rated  by  the  Squad  Leaden 


I^jMcSmg  PiuioGn  Member’s  Rating  of  Platoon  Perfomumce 


n“"5 

IP 

AR* 

n«56 

R* 

AR* 

n“56 

R* 

A^ 

P£  CcjispeSeacs  (A) 

25** 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

25** 

- 

FS  Competence  (A) 

25** 

- 

2&** 

.01 

Cohesion  (B) 

2&** 

.03 

Efficacy  (B) 

2&** 

.01 

ASB 

30** 

.04 

AXB 

2&** 

0 

AXB 

25** 

0 

Predicting  Compare  Commanders  Ratify  of  Performance 


n*“32 

IP 

AR* 

n“40 

R* 

AR* 

n-40 

R* 

AR* 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.12* 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.12* 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.12* 

- 

Stress  (3) 

.16* 

.04 

Cobeskm  (S) 

.17* 

.05 

Efficacy  (B) 

.28** 

.15** 

AXB 

,17 

.01 

AXB 

.24* 

.07 

AXB 

29** 

.01 

Leader  Competence  Rated  by  the  Platoon  Leaden 

Predating  Platoon  Member’s  Rating  Performance 


n-41 

R* 

AR* 

n-51  R* 

AR* 

n»51 

R* 

AR* 

PS  0«apetence  (A) 

.01 

PS  Competence  (A)  .01 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.01 

- 

Stress  (S) 

.03 

.02 

Cohesion  (B)  .08 

.07 

Efficacy  (B) 

.07 

.05 

AXE 

.04 

.01 

AXB  .20* 

.12** 

AXB 

.12 

.05 

PrsScting  Compete  Commander’s  Rating  ^Performance 


n“32 

R* 

AR* 

a*38 

R* 

AR* 

n-38 

R* 

AlP 

PS  CcaaiMteiica  (A) 

xa 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.04 

- 

PS  Competence  (A) 

.04 

- 

Str*.M  (B) 

.10 

.08 

Cobesioa  (B) 

.17* 

.13* 

Efficacy  (B) 

36** 

22** 

AXS 

.11 

.01 

AXB 

35** 

.17** 

AXB 

37** 

.11** 

PL  "•  Ptetooa  kukr,  PS  ■  Platoon  seigeant,  SL  »  Squati  leaden,  SM  ■>  Squad  mentben,  CC  ■  Companjr  conunandcr 
- - - - - — — - - - - — 
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M  oderated  Regression  Results:  Tlie  Interaction  of  Platoon  Leader  Competence  with  Platoon  Conditions  on 

Platoon  Performance 


PL  C*3£jpetcnce  Rated  by  the  Sq?iiid  Leaden 

Ft&Scting  Compare  Cmvnander’s  Rating  of  Performance 


n-37 

n-40 

R* 

AR* 

n^AO 

AR* 

?L  Cc;3p<fsBC*  (A) 

.13* 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.15* 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.15* 

- 

Si:  K2  ("B) 

.14 

.01 

Cohesion  (B) 

21* 

.06 

Efficacy  (B) 

32* 

.17* 

A  X  i; 

.14 

0 

A  XB 

2i* 

0 

AXB 

33“ 

01 

Predicting  Platoon  Member's  Radng  of  Performance 

n  •  53 

R* 

AR* 

n-S6 

R* 

AR* 

n»S6 

R* 

AR* 

PL  Ca-Ti^itBCt  (A) 

.03 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.03 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.03 

- 

£la"m  (E": 

.a3 

0 

Ctobeslon  (B) 

.11 

.08 

Efficacy  (B) 

.08 

.05 

AXE 

.05 

.02 

AXB 

.11 

0 

AXB 

.08 

0 

PL  Competence  Rated 

by  the  Platoon  Sergeant: 

Predkdng  Compare  Commander's  Rating  of  Performance 

n*’31 

R» 

AR’ 

n-32 

R* 

AR* 

n-32 

R* 

AR* 

PL  Ce^raii>£t*ncc  (A) 

m 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.02 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.02 

- 

Stress  (0) 

.(6 

.04 

Cohesioa  (B) 

.18* 

.16* 

Efficacy  (B) 

.16* 

.14* 

AXB 

.(17 

.01 

AXB 

.18 

0 

AXB 

.16 

0 

Predicting  Platoon  Member's  Rating  of  Platoon  Perfonrumce 

n-40 

R* 

AR’ 

n“45 

IP 

AR* 

n-45 

R* 

AR* 

PL  GioripsteDC*  (A) 

.10* 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.10* 

- 

PL  Competence  (A) 

.10* 

- 

Stress  (3) 

.10 

0 

Cohesion  (S) 

.16* 

.05 

Efficacy  (B) 

.15* 

.05 

AX  S 

.10 

0 

AXB 

.16* 

0 

AXB 

.16* 

.01 

PL  «  Plstoon  leader,  PS 

»  Plstoon  ssrgetnt,  SL  ■  Squad  leaders, 

SM  ■  Squad  members,  CC  -  Company  commander 

ax^ppc>rt  ±or  hypothesis  1  was  found  for  PSa, 

-  ort  \:aL  L,ot  ioiind  for  PLa  (see  Table  7).  When  platoon 
:ars  ratec  platoon  parfonaance,  three  of  the  four  corralciticns 
a:an  IL  ccapetence  and  platoon  performance  were  positive  and 
raticaliy  sicnificant  for  PIjS  with  higher  support,  but  only 
of  that  a  v/as  significantly  greater  than  the  corresponding 
alctior.  for  lower  member  support.  When  CCs  rated  platoon 
onsancc;,  however,  no  trend  was  observed.  Moreover,  none  of 
loderatac;  regression  analyses  produced  a  significant 
raction  term  between  PL  leadership  competence  and  either 
ort  condition  (see  Table  9). 


3odr.  -r.trehs.  Hypothesis  2  stated  that  leader  competence  ir; 
;:o  strongly  related  to  performance  for  conditions  of  low  boss 
r  ;3s  than  for  conditions  of  high  boss  stress.  Table  7  presents 
£  rasultc  of  the  median  split  analyses  for  the  PS  and  the  PL. 
a  results  did  not  support  hypothesis  2.  Correlations  between 
corapatencc  and  platoon  performance  did  not  significantly 
ffer  under  conditions  of  low  (-.15  <  r  <  .51)  and  high  boss 
ress  (“.12  <  r  <  .46).  Further  contrary  to  hypothesis, 
rralations  for  PL  competence  were  positive  and  were  generally 
renger  for  conditions  of  high  stress  (.33  <  r  <  .51)  than  low 
r.ss  (-.24  <  r  <  .25).  For  PLs,  two  of  the  high  stress 
rrelations  were  statistically  significant,  and  one  was 
qrdficently  greater  than  the  corresponding  low  stress 
ndition.  Moderated  regression  analysis  produced  no  support  for 
0  axpacted  interaction  between  stress  and  leader  competence  for 
Cher  the  PF  (see  Tcjble  8)  or  the  PL  (see  Table  9)  . 


Hypothesis  3  stated  that  leader  experience  correlates  with 
riormancc  under  conditions  of  high  leader  boss  stress.  Results 
:  th3  median  split  analyses,  summarized  in  Table  10,  offered 
ily  Weak  support  the  third  hypothesis.  For  PSs,  all 
rrelhtions  between  experience  and  platoon  performance  were 
ynaignificant.  For  PLs,  one  statistically  significant 
rrrolation  i/as  ebtainod.  This  correlation  indicated  the 
T  sc  ted  positive  relationship  between  PL  experience  and  CCs' 
.tingn  of  platoon  performance  under  conditions  of  high  stress. 

K-  ratod  rerfresoion  analyses  (Table  11)  revealed  no  significant 
it  :racticri3  between  stress  and  experience  for  either  PSs  or  PI.S. 

results  did  not  support  the  hypothesized  relationship 
tween  leiidership  experience  and  unit  performance  under 
:r  ssful  lenderohip  conditions. 
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'Tfeble  10 

iJloavMtlons  ^tween  Pkt^on  Sergeant  Experience  and  Platoon  Performance  for 
5^ft'iditions  of  High  &  Low  Stress  with  Platoon  Leader 


CK-reiatloas  of  Pletoou 

Low  Boss 

High  Boss 

Fisher’s 

Stress 

Stress 

Z 

Sergeant  Experience  (Tenure 

Group’s  rating  of  performance 

-.13 

-.04 

(24) 

(22) 

CC’s  rating  of  performance 

-.25 

-23 

. 

(15) 

(18) 

Low  Boss 

High  Boss 

Fisher’s 

Correlations  of  Platoon 

Stress 

Stress 

Z 

I  reader  Experience  (Tenure  of 
?L  In  Array)  with; 

Group’s  ratings  of  performance 

-.03 

-.11 

• 

(26) 

(25) 

CC’s  rating  of  performance 

.19 

1.14,  ns 

(19) 

(19) 

PS  »  Platoon  Sergeant,  PL  = 

Platoon  Leader,  CC 

«  Company  Commander, 

•  p  <  .05,  ••  p  <  .01 
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T  ..M>  11 

Regression  Results:  The  Interaction  of  Leader  Experience  with  Boss  Stress  on  Platoon 

Fi-'afcrsu-mce 


1  ■  2  !  interaction  of  Platoon  Sergeant  Experience  and  Boss  Stress  on  Performance. 
Piatom  Member  Raiinp  of  Perfomkmce 


n“46  R*  AR* 

PS  eicperiaDc*  (A)  .02 

PS  strezs  witk  PL  (8)  .05  .03 

A  X  3  .05  .{» 

Company  Commander  Patings  of  Performance 

n-33  R*  AR* 

PS  txperience  (A)  .08 

PS  ztTM*  with  CC  (B)  .15  .07 

A  X  B  .16  .01 


llic  Interaction  Platoon  Leader  Experience  with  Boss  Stress  on  Performance 
Platotm  Member  Paimgs  ofPetfomumce 


n-5l  R*  AR* 

PL  axpcriencc  (A)  .05 

PL  *tr«s*  with  CC  (B)  .05  .00 

A  X  B  .08  .03 

CotTqxmy  Commander  Satingi  of  Performance 

n-38  R*  AR* 

PL  txpcricnct  (A)  .11* 

PL  stress  with  CC  (3)  .12  .01 

A  X  B  .16  .04 


ftT”  Platoon  kailer,  PS  -  Platoon  sergeant,  SL  -  Squad  leaden,  SM  »  Squad  members,  CC  -  Company  commander 
ijL<ji5>,!ip-£-.Qa - - - - - 
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DIECJi-SIOH 


The  -chis  raeourch  was  to  explore  conditions  under 

a^^„a£de.LS  br:i.-. .g  their  le-tidership  resources  to  bear  on 
n.i2ationsi  pcyj^tom&noQ,  Tuo  Array  leadership  positions,  the 
iid  Cixa  ?L,  were  enaiiined  according  to  hypotheses  generated 
cognitive  rer:ourceG  theory'  (CRT)  .  Support  for  CRT 


■.  ictitniE  v?is  liiTiitod  to  the  raoderating  effects  of  member 

the  relsitionship  between  PSb'  leadership  compete. sce 
-li  ^latcon  perfoiTaance  in  coiabat  exercises.  Member  support  did 
t  influence  the  relationship  between  PL  competence  and  plcrtoDn 
rionsance.  Results  also  failed  to  cupport  predictions  thcit 
rcss  in  the  ralntionship  faetx/een  a  leader  and  the  leader's 
v.odietC:  nuparior  laoderates  the  effects  of  loader  competence-  or 
P'crienca  on  platoon  pariormance. 


In  accountin';  for  cheso  findings,  there  are  several 
;  aibilitiec.  T.iis  research  failed  to  measure  a  critical 
•.'able  in  CRT — leader  directiveness.  In  CRT,  leader 
lotlvc neat  is  rhe  vehicle  through  which  leaders'  cognitive 
ourcat  impact  _n  group  performance.  The  failure  to  control 
re  dir^ctivtn'os;^  my  have  r-iaoked  the  "true**  relationship  that 
d-Btecl  batwean  1  iadorship  resources  and  platoon  performance. 


^'n-ii3.a  this  r  lilure  cannot  foe  dismissed,  another  important 
jnsidcration  involves  the  isadership  resources  measured  in  this 
ivestigation.  iMis  effort  measured  leaders'  resources  in  terms 
compQ-te:ice  in  performing  leadership  tasks  prior  to  platoon 
irvcrraarjce  in  tho  combat  training  exercises.  Such  a  measure 
'c;:e.nta  twa  issues  for  research  on  CRT. 


On  a  in  ‘.:he  - 
urlorraanco .  In 
ur:  job  opocific 
^■•ribu-s.:e  to  t&.. 
ElBo  rogaire 
was  likely  t. 
urceo— -iiitell 
It  should  h 
iiitivo  renourc 
luenc  jd  by  c.>rx‘; 


Y* 

'{it 


ypec  of  abiii’bias  captured  by  a  measure  of  task 
addition  to  a  leader's  intellectual  abilities, 
la'.owledga  gained  through  experience  would  likely 
ccnpatencu.  Competence  in  task  performance 
i-Aterparcon,al  cliills.  As  such,  the  measure  used 
composite  of  the  types  of  leadership 
actual,  technical,  and  e^cperience—  put  forth  by 
3  noted,  however,  that  CRT  broadly  defines 
as  to  includo  cognitive  abilities  that  are 
ariencs  (p.  2;  Fiedler  &  Garcia,  1987): 


Tvi.;  ■09,021  [cegnitivu  resources]  refers  to  the  intellectual 
aailiui.’s,  technical  co-mpetenco ,  and  job-rslevant  knowledge 
ebtained  by  fonaai  training  or  experience  in  the 
organization  (p.2)  . 


'oraewer ,  th  5re  I 
ho  mejiEaramsnt 
t..:-;3ral  ihieliigt 
ccapatt 


been  liu't 
A.  cognitive: 
■wca  ('Uccehio 
:r.ca  (hiurphy. 


le  consistency  in  past  research  in 
resources,  with  measures  including 
,  1990?  Fiedler  &  Garcia,  1987)  and 
aiyth,  £  Fiedler, 1992) . 
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if  co!S;;)ster;Cv2  and  eicperisnce  have  different  .effeotB  on 
i:>e:-foriuance  across  conditions,  then  selecting  leader 
sjt-. '.pe'cence  .,;s  tho  targeted  cognitive  resources  construct  is 
■prOi3lesi.:atic  if  It  ±b  confounded  with  CKperience. 

Co^rrela cions ,  however,  do  not  provide  evidence  of  a  strong 
positive  relationship  between  ratings  of  leadership  competence 
and  leaders*'  reported  experience  (r*-.41  to  r“.12)^. 

The  second  issue  stems  from  the  timing  of  measurement  end 
the  typos  of  skills  for  which  CRT  attempts  to  account.  This 
issuo  could  account  for  the  limitation  of  support  to  the  PS.  The 
;ec?asur®  of  leadership  competence  was  based  on  perceptions  of 
Ic  adeirship  performance  while  the  units  wore  preparing  to 
participate  in  simulated  training  exercises.  These  exercises 
be  ok  places  about  two- four  weeks  later.  The  measure,  thus, 
represented  abilities  displayed  prior  to  the  exercises.  CRT 
atcempts  to  account  for  direct  affects  and,  moreover,  the  direct 
affects  of  only  those  competencies  "required”  by  the  group  task. 
Thris,  hypotliesec  from  CRT  would  apply  in  this  investigation  under 
tiro  conditi{3ns:  (1)  the  competencies  measured  in  an  earlier 
psirformance  setting  carry  into  the  later  performance  setting  and 
(3)  the  cojcpetenciaE  measured  in  the  earlier  setting  are  required 
by  group  performance  in  the  later  setting. 

Considaration  of  the  traditional  roles  of  PLs  and  PSa 
suggests  that  ti 3  ?S's  leadership  competencies  are  most  likely  to 

tha  two  cor.iitions  just  identified.  The  traditional  view  io 
that  PSa  (and  their  subordinate  non-coramissioned  officers)  have 
rrapinsibility  for  conducting  those  activities  that  train  and 
davel^p  the  individual  and  collective  capabilities  necessary  for 
•unit  Jendinasa.  vrnen  units  later  deploy  to  field  activities, 

NCOS  csntinuo  to  isoiintain  group  conditions,  but  commissioned 
officeig  take  charge  of  unit  performance.  This  view  suggests  the 
ixsssihility  of  relatively  greater  continuity  for  PSs,  than  for 
PLa,  in  the  leadership  competencies  that  are  relevant  to  and 
rsquirei  for  both  unit  preparation  and  later  unit  performance  in 
field  acnivitiet .  With  this  greater  continuity,  the  leadership 
::rnpett:ac2  of  PSs  as  aeasured  here  may  bo  more  appropriate  for 
tea  ting  CRT. 


^  Th©  correlation  between  PS  experience  and  the  PL's  rating 
of  th®  PS'e  coiapotence  vae  significant  and  negative  (r“-.41, 
P<.CH).  All  other  correlations  between  either  PL  or  PS  competence 
p?i:!  their  r aspect ivG  tenure  in  the  army  v;ere  not  significant. 
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iiiv,!  data  not  have  baan  fully  appropriate 

.'ca  testing  the  affeett  of  boss  stress  and,  thereby,  aay'have 
'tttributod  to  the  failure  to  support  the  hypothesized  effects 
c:*  PSs  as:  uall  as  for  PLs.  For  the  PSs  investigated,  the  range 
the  obtained  data  on  experience  (third  hypothesis)  was 
■  As  mentioned  earlier,  the  distribution  of  the  PSs^ 

:.:c;surQ  of  Aiajy  earvico  was  negatively  skewed  so  the  66%  of  the 
PSo  fell  into  the  three  highest  categories  of  Array 
arjorieiics  sieasured.  This  was  acconpanied  by  a  relatively 
' -Her  variance  for  PSs'  experience  as  compared  to  PLs'  (see 
d*  bla  4) .  iilso,  the  saasurement  of  boss  stress  prior  to  and 
futside  of  the  training  exercises  may  have  worked  against  the 
bcac  stress  hypotheses  for  both  the  PSs  and  the  PLs.  We  suspect 
tljut  coiapared  to  the  other  pre-exercise  conditions,  high  levels 
of  boss  stress  would  more  likely  be  an  “acute”  condition.  That 
organizations  dependent  on  all  of  their  elements  for 
ctiveness  are  not  likely  to  tolerate  chronically  high  levels 
of  boas  stress.  This  raises  the  possibility  that  the  levels  of 
pro-exercise  bona  stress  were  not  severe  (see  Table  5)  or  had 
been  addressed,  with  the  latter,  pre-exercise  measurements  of 
boss  stress  may  not  have  reliably  described  the  stress  that 
influenced  leader  perfonaance  during  the  exercises. 


CRT's  liypotboces  about  stress  imply  interaction  effecco 
between  the  level  of  interpersonal  stress  and  certain  cognitive 
capabilities*  (an  represented  by  intelligence,  experience,  etc.) 
opvsn  to  the  effects  of  stress.  CRT  further  assumes  that  boss 
atress  disrupts  the  subordinate  leader's  ability  to  apply  the 
relevant  cognitive  capabilities.  This  assus^tibn  deserves 
examination  since  other  theories  (e.g.,  Mumford  &  Connelly,  1992) 
indicate  that  the  problem-solving  capabilities  and  the  cognitive 
cciapetencicss  of  leaders  are  crucial  to  performance  in  novel, 
CGiaplax,  and  deranding  performance  domains  such  as  those  at  CTCs. 


Tha  methcdE  used  to  test  CRT  need  to  carefully  examine  the 
processas  with  which  stress  impacts  on  leaders'  effective  use  of 
cognitive  abilities,  technical  abilities,  and  experience.  For 
instance,  etrenu  with  one's  superior  may  impact  the  quality  of 
information  exchange  between  the  subordinate  leader  and  his 
superior  and  the  resulting  cognitive  burden  on  the  subordinate 
leader.  Here  specifically,  it  i«  often  superiors  in 
hierarchically  ordered  organizations  who  are  knowledgeable  of 
situational  demands,  who  structure  performance  req[uirem0nts  for 
cubordinate  elements,  and  who  communicate  this  information  to 
subordinates.  Boss  stress,  as  measured  in  this  study,  would 
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on  tho  quality  of  information  e:-cchange  between  leaderc  by 
reducing  goal  clarity  and  introducing  conflicting  information, 
toy  measuring  or  controlling  mediating  processes,  stronger 
■indings  may  emerge  concerning  the  effects  of  stress  on  leaders' 
r.se  of  cognitive  resources. 


Partial  support  was  found  for  the  facilitating  effects  of 
uembers  support  on  the  PS's  ability  to  Impaot  unit  peirf onaano^ . 

In  accounting  for  the  effects  of  member  support,  CRT  focuses 
attention  to  the  effects  of  member  support  on  the  leader  and  on 
the  leader's  behavior.  The  passage  below  reflects  this  focus  and 
highlights  how  member  support  increases  a  leader's  perception  of 
£iituational  control  and  frees  him/her  to  direct  cognitive 
resources  toward  the  group  task. 

The  most  important  element  of  situational  control  is  the 
group  members'  support.  We  feel  a  lot  more  comfortable  and 
relaxed  when  we  know  we  can  depend  on  our  subordinates.  It 
is  difficult  to  feel  relaxed  if  we  cannot  be  sure  that  our 
orders  and  directions  are  carried  out.  If  subordinates  are 
unreliable,  the  leader  is  likely  to  worry  about 
subordinates'  activities  and  to  supervise  their  work 
closely.  (Fiedler  &  Garcia,  1987,  p.  52). 

However,  research  should  explore  and  control  for  alteimative 
.-xplanations  for  the  effects  of  member  support.  For  example, 
:s«mber  support  may  impact  the  quality  of  the  implementation  of  a 
leader's  plans  as  much  as  the  quality  of  the  plans  made  by  the 
leader.  Indeed,  group  conditions  potentially  substitute  for  the 
behaviors  or  functions  of  leaders  within  a  group  (Kerr  &  Jermier, 
1973) . 

It  is  also  important  to  recognize  the  leaders  may  actively 
Nttempt  to  creata  favorable  group  conditions.  By  doing  so, 
leaders  can  make  optimal  use  of  both  their  own  and  their  group 
/^emiers'  competencies.  In  this  regard,  Hackman  and  Walton  (1986) 
indicated  that  an  important  outcome  of  effective  leadership  is 
the  nhancement  of  the  group  members'  ability  to  work  effectively 
in  fu.ure  task  situations.  Future  research  should  explore 
alteriativ®  processes  among  member  support,  leader  behavior,  and 
group  oorformance  to  more  fully  understand  relationship  between 
ieadertbip  and  group  performance. 

Fimings  were  consistent  for  two  different  measures  of 
platoon  icrforffiEnce— a  maasuro  based  on  ratings  made  by  the  CCs 
and  a  measure  based  on  ratings  by  the  platoon  members  themselves, 
Corisistant  patterns  ware  obtained  despite  an  almost  disturbingly 
small  commonality  in  the  two  measures  (r«.34).  Consistency  of 
renults  fox  measures  with  such  small  commonality,  nevertheless, 
argues  against  dismissal  of  results  for  the  platoon  members' 

-bin  siKiply  an  artifact  of  a  halo  or  bias  in  self  ratings. 
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Issplication;;,  both  practical  and  theoretical,  can  bo 
this  research.  For  practice,  the  findings  indicate  that 
ii liars"  Csjgnitive  capabilities  have  positive  effects  on  unit 
‘trfoiBanca,  and  that  utility  may  ba  gained  from  programs 
urgeting  the  development  of  those  capabilities.  The  results 
.lie  undarocore  tho  general  premise  of  CRT  that  organizational 
c’aditions  can  mt>derate  the  impact  of  a  leader's  cognitive 
bilitics.  In  this  study,  msmber  support  was  indicated  to  be  one 
ucli  condition.  Thus,  the  results  caution  that  the  payoffs  of 
•ircgramB  aimad  at  developing  leader  cognitive  skills  may  be  fully 
rs&lized  to  the  extent  that  they  also  consider  the  organizational 
context  in  which  the  targeted  skills  will  be  applied. 


Other  impliicationo  are  more  theoretical,  and  some  have  been 
identified  elsewhere  (Fiedler  6  Garcia,  1987;  Vecchio,  1990). 
First,  there  is  a  need  for  clear  differentiation  among  types  of 
cognitive  capabilities  since  all  types  may  not  be  similarly 
affected  by  organizational  conditions.  Second,  CRT  accounts  for 
the  impact  of  cognitive  resources  that  are  relevant  to  the  group 
or  organizational  task.  Tost  of  CRT,  therefore,  requires  prior 
opecification  and  verification  that  the  types  of  resources 
investigated  are  indeed  relevant.  At  present,  CRT  contains  no 
clear  guidelines  for  resource  relevance,  and  this  reduces  the 
testability  of  the  theory.  Third,  CRT  concerns  direct  affects. 
This  limits  the  theory  to  those  circumstances  in  which  one  can 
reasonably  expect  direct  effects.  Not  all  group  performance 
nettings  are  either  so  simple  or  straightforward  in  this  regard. 
This  limitation  is  unfortunate  since  our  results  suggest  that  tl^© 
relevance  of  a  loader's  resources  could  vary  with  leadership 
position  and  with  the  role  requirements  of  a  position.  Fourth, 
CRT's  hypotheses  are  not  necessarily  congruent  with  other 
theories.  We  have  already  discussed  this  with  respect  to  boss 
stresc.  This  al^o  applies  to  meodder  support.  Over  a  long  period 
of  time,  it  is  not  clear  that  groups  would  sustain  the  motivation 
needed  for  higher  performance  levels  if  their  leaders  persisted 
in  a  highly  directive  style  and  in  directly  imposing  their 
solutions  for  implementation  (Hersey  &  Blanchard,  1982;  Blades, 
1SS6) ,  Finally,  although  CRT  highlights  the  importance  of 
axisting  environmental  conditions  such  as  member  support, 
leadership  cjffectiveness  can  also  ba  examined  in  light  of  what 
leaders  do  to  create  a  favorable  organizational  context. 
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